Attorney Docket No. : 06618-919001 / CIT-3781 
Amendments to the Drawings: 

The attached replacement sheets of drawings replaces the 
original sheets including Fig. 1-18. 

Attachments following last page of this Amendment: 
Replacement Sheets (17 pages) 
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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance of the above -referenced 
application are respectfully requested. 

Formal drawings are attached to obviate the objection to 
the drawings . 

Applicants acknowledge the election of the Group 1 claims, 
however with all due respect it is believed that there are 
certain linkages between claim groups. Claim 84 links to Claim 
5, and with all due respect it is believed that Claims 5-22 
should be examined because of the linkage of this claim. Claim 
86 links to Claim 88, and Claims 4 and 84 link to claim 89. 
While applicants do not traverse the indication that the Group 1 
claims are independent and distinct from the other groups, this 
linkage would suggest that those claims be examined along with 
these claims. 

Claims 1-4 and 83-87 stand rejected under 35 USC 102 as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Burks et al . In response, 
Claim 1 and 83 have each been amended to recite wireless sharing 
of information among all sensor pods that are within range. 
Claim 83 is amended to include the limitations of Claim 87 
therein and hence Claim 87 is now canceled. In addition, the 
claims are amended to recite that the synchronization of clocks 
is wireless. 
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Burks et al . does teach a Web of connected processors. 
Burks et al . has a central processor that controls the other 
processors. The network topology is in a ring, under the 
control of the single central processor which routes the 
information along the ring. 

Claim 1 is amended to recite that the sensor pods 
wirelessly communicate information among them, and also 
communicate information wirelessly to "all of said additional 
sensor pods that are within range of the wireless 
communication". This results in the system being router free: 
all pods simply broadcast to all other pods in their vicinity. 
Since the pods can allow information to "hop" throughout the 
network, no router or central processor is needed. the wireless 
capability allows the information to be communicated to all pods 
that are within range: something that would not be possible in 
the wired system of Burks et al . 

The difference in architecture allows things that are not 
possible using the network of Burks et al . For example, the 
present system allows pods to be placed on two sides of walls 
and communicate directly. This would not be able to be done in 
Burks et al . 

Therefore, Claim 1 should be allowable over Burks et al . 
Claims 3 and 4 emphasize the wireless synchronization of 
the master clock. Burks et al . teaches a system which 
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synchronizes over wires. Wireless synchronization is entirely 
different. Moreover, nothing in Burks et al . teaches any way in 
which wireless synchronization could be carried out. 

Claim 83 should be allowable for analogous reasons. Claim 
83 defines sharing information wirelessly among the pods, to all 
pods within range. This is not taught or suggested by Burks et 
al . , and should be allowable thereover. 

Claim 84 defines the wireless synchronization, which is in 
no way taught or suggested by the cited prior art. 

Claim 86 defines the synchronization carried out with 
coarse and fine synchronization, again the subject matter of 
which is nowhere taught or suggested by the cited prior art. 

Finally, new Claim 98 is newly presented herein, and 
defines the operation where any of the pods can become the 
master clock. See, for example, page 8 of the specification, 
first full paragraph, beginning at line 7 of that paragraph. 
This is in no way taught or suggested by Burks et al . ' s 
centralized system. 

It is believed that all of the pending claims have been 
addressed in this paper. However, failure to address a specific 
rejection, issue or comment, does not. signify agreement with or 
concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, 
because the arguments made above are not intended to be 
exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all 
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pending claims (or other claims) that have not been expressed. 
Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as an intent 
to concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as 
specifically stated in this paper, and the amendment of any 
claim does not necessarily signify concession of unpatentability 
of the claim prior to its amendment. 

Applicants ask that all claims be allowed. No fee is 
believed to be due, however please apply any applicable charges 
or credits to Deposit Account No. 06-1050. 
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